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(Andersen， 1987; Andersen， 1991)。
代表的な家族療法の面接形式、例えばミラノ派
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レベル レベル 21 21.3** 9.7 
レベル 11 0.50 トピック総数で除した 0.14 
トピッヲレベル レベル 21 0.75* 0.10 
























結果、レベル1では有意差はなく (t(9)= 0.43， n.s.)、レベル
2ではリフレクティング条件で有意に多かった(リフレクテイ
ング条件のトピックレベル2の数21.3>自由検討条件のト
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A Study on the Effect of Communication Style in the REFLECTING PROCESS 
Fuminori Misawa 
(Ibaraki Christian University) 
Norimasa Itakura 
(Graduate School of Education， Tohoku University) 
The ref1ecting process (RP) is a method of family therapy which was devised by T. Andersen. This method is widely 
noticed among family therapists. 
The RP is different from the conventional family therapy with regard to the principle of making people change. 
The RP is consisted of a lot of factors: the various descriptions， freedom of choice， opportunity of inner talk. The whole 
process inc1uding these factors brings about a change of people. Among them， we focused on the production of various 
descriptions. It has been said to depend on the reciprocation between inner talk and outer talk， and various questions 
in thesession.Additionally， theindirectcommunication thatis oneoftheRP's features also has apossibilityto contribute 
to the production ofvarious descriptions. Fewstudies， however， have been doneforthecommunication ofRP. Therefore， 
the purpose of this study is to investigate empirically the effect of indirect communication on the team's conversation 
by conducting experiments. 
Beforetheexperiment， threegraduatestudents， trained to beac1ientin thecounselingrole-play. Thirtyundergraduate 
and graduate students as subjects formed ten teams: three students in each team. Each team observed a role-play. 
Afterobserving， theywere asked to discuss itin the one of two experimenta1 conditions; theRef1ecting Process condition 
(RPc) and the Free Discussion condition (FDc). RPc restricted each team to talk with only team members， without 
the c1ient. FDc， on the other hand， permitted each team to talk with c1ient. After discussing the one role-play， they 
observed the other role-playing and discussed it in the other experimental conditions. 
The results were as follow: Interactions under the RPc were characterized by short utterances， frequent tum-taking， 
and presenting many topics. On the other hand， interactions under the FDc were characterized by longer utterances， 
fewer tum-taking， and presenting few topics. A larger number of smaller topics (topic leve12)， which inc1uded in larger 
topics (topic level1)， were found in the interaction under the RPc than under the FDc. The main finding of this study 
is that the communication style in the RP facilitated generation of utterances and topics. 
Key words: ref1ecting process， indirect communication 
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